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Subject Fw: Talking Points for Public Hearings on DOE’s Draft Yucca
Mountain EISs

Here’s what Nevada has to offer.

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Device

..... Original Message .....
From: "Joe Strolin" [istrolin@nuc.state.nv.us]
Sent: 11/15/2007 03:44 PM
To: "Shundahai" <shundahai@shundahai.org>; "Russ DiBartolo" <dibartolo@cox.net>; "Rick Nielsen"

<mpoweryou@cox.net>; "Public Citizen" <cmep@citizen.org>; "PLAN - Las Vegas" <Planvegas@aol.com>;
"Peggy Maize Johnson" <pmj l@citizenalert.org>; "N1RS" <nirsnet@nirs.org>; "Michele Boyd"
<mboyd@citizen.org>; "Kevin Kamps" <kevin@beyondnuclear.org>; "Kalynda Tilges"
<Kalynda@Shundahai.org>; "Judy Treichel" <judynwtf@aol.com>; "John Hadder" <hadder@citizenalert.org>;
"John Hadder" <hadder@gbis.com>; "Jason Halprin" <waste@shundahai.org>; "Jan Gilbert"
<jgilbert@planevada.org>; "James McGuinness" <guinstigator@yahoo.com>; "fan Zabarte"
<wrexchicago@yahoo.co.uk>; "Gretchen Alarab" <gretchalar@aol.com>; "Grace Portorti"
<gracepotorti@sbcglobal.net>; "Craig Walton" <cwalton@unlv.nevada.edu>; "Bob Fulkerson"
<bfulkerson@planevada.org>; "Abby Johnson" <abbyj@gbis.com>; "Marlene" <wrptmarlene7@yahoo.com>;
"Wilma Mansfield" <manager-wjm@churchillcounty.org>; "White Pine County" <wpnucwstl @mwpower.net>;
"Vicki Drenan" <cvtc@eurekanv.org>; "Tom Buqo" <buqo@aol.com>; "Tansey Smith" <tsmith@ndep.nv.gov>;
"Tad Williams" <tadwms@gbis.com>; "Tad Williams" <tadwms@wrpt.org>; "Susan Moore"
<smoore@co.nye.nv.us>; "Schubert, Sandra \(Reid\)" <Sandra_Schubert@reid.senate.gov>; "Ron Damele"
<rdamele@eurekanv.org>; "Rex Massey" <RexMassey@aol.com>; "Rennie Holland" <rholland@qnet.com>; "Pete
Cummings" <pkcmml@cox.net>; "Pauline Esteves" <timbisha@aol.com>; "Nenita Wasserman"
<nwasserman@lcb.state.nv.us>; "Nathan Christiansen" <nwc@att.net>; "Nancy Boland" <escomm2@citlink.net>;
"Mineral County Nuclear Waste Office" <mineral@oem.hawthorne.nv.us>; "Mike Simon"
<wpnucwstl@mwpower.net>; "Mike Baughman" <bigboff@aol.com>; "Michael Cyphers"
<michael.cyphers@cityofhenderson.com>; "Matt Gaffney" <mgaffney@qnet.com>; "Mary Ellen Giampaoli"
<megreg1159@aol.com>; "Maggie Plaster" <mplaster@LasVegasNevada.gov>; "Kenny Anderson"
<kennylvpt@msn.com>; "Kenneston, Aaron" <AKenneston@washoecounty.us>; "Joy Brandt"
<landerdoe@sbcglobal.net>; "John Gervers" <latir@aol.com>; "Joe Kennedy" <chairperson@timbisha.org>; "Joe
Kennedy" <timbisha@schat.net>; "Irene Navis" <ILN@co.clark.nv.us>; "Heidi Williams"
<wpnucwst2@mwpower.net>; "Harry Kelman" <hik@co.clark.nv.us>; "Guinan, Patrick"
<PGuinan@LCB.STATE.NV.US>; "Ed Mueller" <muellered@msn.com>; "Ed Beaman"
<vicechair@timbisha.org>; "Dennis Bechtel" <dmbechtel@worldnet.att.net>; "Deborah Teske"
<dteske@landercounty.org>; "David Swanson" <dswanson@nyecounty.net>; "Darren Daboda"
<d_daboda@yahoo.com>; "Darrell Lacy" <llacy@nyecounty.net>; "Darrell Lacy" <darrell.lacy@gmail.com>; "Dan
Morgan" <greyeyes56@hotmail.com>; "Dale Hammermeister" <dhammermeister@nyecounty.net>; "Connie
Simkins" <jcciac@co.lincoln.nv.us>; "Conni Hansen" <connio@ci.north-las-vegas.nv.us>; "Clete Kus"
<kusc@ci.north-las-vegas.nv.us>; "Cash Jaszczak" <cashjaz@msn.com>; "Calvin Meyers"
<moapapaiute@hotmail.com>; "Brok Armantrout" <barmantrout@bcnv.org>; Brad Mettam; "Bjorn P. Selinder"
<manager@churchillcounty.org>; "Bill Helmer" <amargosa@aol.com>; "Alan Kalt"
<comptroller@churchillcounty.org>; "Susan Scholley" <sscholley@lcb.state.nv.us>
Subject: Talking Points for Public Hearings on DOE’s Draft Yucca Mountain EISs



FYI - Attached are some general taking points dealing with the two environmental impact statements that
are the subject of public hearings in Nevada, California (Lone Pine) and Washington, DC. Hearings are
scheduled at the following cities/communities:

* Reno/Sparks, Nevada. Reno-Sparks Convention Center, 4590 S. Virginia Street, November 19, 2007,
from 4 to 7 p.m.
* Town of Amargosa Valley, Nevada. Longstreet Inn & Casino, Highway 373, November 26, 2007, from 4
to 7 p.m.
* Goldfield, Nevada. Goldfield School Gymnasium, Hall & Euclid, November 27, 2007, from 4 to 7 p.m.
* Lone Pine, California. Statham Hall, 138 N. Jackson Street, November 29, 2007,from 4 to 7 p m.
* Las Vegas, Nevada. Cashman Center, 850 Las Vegas Blvd., December 3, 2007, from 4 to 7 p.m.
* Washington, D.C. Marriott at Metro Center, 775 12th Street, N.W., December 5, 2007,from 2 to 5 p.m.

If you plan to comment at any of the hearings, you can call "1-800-225-6972 to reserve a 5 minute time
slot. You can also sign up to comment at the hearing, but you would be scheduled after those who have
reserved slots by calling the 800 number.

More information is available in the DOE press release that’s on the web at:
http:flwww.ymp.gov/info library/newsroom/documents/Press Release EIS 10-05-07 F~nal.pdf

Joe Strolin

Planning Division Administrator
Nevada Agency for Nuclear Projects
Office of the Governor
1761 E. College Parkway, Suite 118
Carson City, Nevada 89706
(775) 687-3744

(775) 687-5277 (Fax) TALKING P01NT$-Reno EI$ Heartng.pdf



TALKING POINTS
DOE’S EIS HEARINGS

There are actually 3 draft NEPA documents that DOE has issued for review and
comment. One is a supplement to the 2002 Yucca Mountain final EIS. The other two are
combined in one document dealing with (a) the evaluation of potential rail corridors to
Yucca Mountain and (b) the actual selection of a rail alignment within the proposed
Caliente corridor. The actual titles of the two documents are as follows:

(1) Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic
Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level
Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (Draft
Repository SEIS)

(2) Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic
Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level
Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada - Nevada Rail
Transportation Corridor (Draft Nevada Rail Corridor SEIS) and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for a Rail Alignment for the Construction
and Operation of a Railroad in Nevada to a Geologic Repository at Yucca
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (Draft Rail Alignment EIS)

The Draft Repository SEIS

¯ The draft repository SEIS deals primarily with DOE’s decision to alter the design
of repository surface facilities to incorporate the concept of Transportation, Aging
and Disposal (TAD) canisters. TADs are intended to simplify handling of spent
fuel at the repository by having waste loaded into welded canister at the reactor
sites. Then, using a series of different overpacks, the TADs can be stored at the
reactors, transported to the repository, stored or aged at the repository surface
facility, and ultimately disposed of underground, all without ever having to re-
handle the actual spent fuel.

¯ While in theory, TADs would simplify repository surface facility design and
operations (by reducing the need for extensive SNF handling facilities), the reality
is that the effect is to transfer risks and impacts from the repository to the reactor
locations where the handling operations would take place. The final SEIS needs
to comprehensively assess risks and impacts to workers, facilities, communities
and the environment at all of the reactor locations where TADs would have to be
used.

¯ TADs also complicate waste transportation. Many reactor sites already have (or
are in the process of implementing) on site dry storage facilities using multi-
purpose (storage/transport) container systems that are not compatible with TADs
and would require either repackaging of the SNF into TADs prior to transport or
the use of non-standard transport vehicles,



¯ TADs can only be shipped via rail or by very large, oversized/heavy-haul trucks.
Because rail access is NOT available at Yucca Mountain, and there is not
guarantee it ever will be, the SEIS should have assessed the impacts of a TAD-
based transportation system that can not use rail as the primary mode of
transportation to Yucca.

There are no final TAD designs in the draft SEIS, so it is difficult to assess how
TADs will impact the repository system, including the transportation components.

Costs and financial arrangements for the use of TADs are unknown. \

¯ The proposed TAD system is not compatible with dry storage systems currently in
use at civilian nuclear power plants.

¯ Many utilities have specific problems with use of the proposed TAD system at
specific reactor sites.

¯ DOE offers no meaningful alternative to the proposed TAD canister system.

Draft Rail Alignment EIS

¯ The draft Rail EIS includes the Mina Rail Corridor as a "non-preferred
alternative." However, NEPA requires that alternative evaluated in an EIS be
capable of being selected - i.e., they must be viable alternatives. Because to
Walker River Paiute Tribe has refused permission for DOE to use any portion of
its reservation for the proposed rail spur (and without such permission the Mina
route cannot be used), it is inappropriate for DOE to have included Mina as an
alternative for comparing rail corridors in the draft EIS. The mina route is not
viable and should have been excluded from the EIS.

¯ The Rail DEIS No Action Alternative is also inappropriate and perhaps unlawful.
If DOE does not select the Caliente or Mina rail alignment, the DEIS states that
the future course "is uncertain." In fact, if rail access to Yucca Mountain is not
implemented, the NO Action alternative would be legal-weight truck shipments.
The repository SEIS should have evaluated the impacts of a legal-weight truck
transport system nationwide and within Nevada.

¯ DSEIS Does Not Adequately Address Transportation Safety and Security.

¯ It does not consider worst case accidents - such combinations of factors "are not
reasonably foreseeable".

¯ It underestimates consequences of severe accidents involving long duration fires.



¯ It underestimates consequences of terrorist attack.

¯ It dismisses potential for human error to exacerbate consequences of accidents or
terrorist attacks.

¯ Dismisses potential for unique local conditions to exacerbate consequences of
accidents or terrorist attacks

¯ The rail DEIS does not fully evaluate repository shipments into NV from CA or
the impacts to Northem Nevada (especially the Reno/SparksiWashoe County
area.

¯ Under Proposed Action, 9,500 rail casks and 2,700 truck casks to Yucca
Mountain over 50 years; if no second repository, 24,000 rail casks and 5,000 truck
casks.

¯ Only 8% of rail shipments enter NV from CA if Caliente rail line is developed,
compared to 21% if Mina rail line is developed; 32 % of truck casks enter NV
from CA.

¯ The rail DEIS ignores potential for larger number of rail cask shipments into NV
from CA for Caliente or Mina options (>4,400, or >45% of total under proposed
action).

¯ The rail DEIS Ignores potential for large number of LWT shipments into NV
from CA if there is no rail access to Yucca (>24,000, >45% of total under
proposed action)

Some General Comments

¯ DOE’s selection of the Caliente Corridor is not supported by the information
presented in the Draft SEIS - the information in the DEIS does not adequately
compare Caliente with other viable rail corridors.

¯ DOE’s study of the Mina Corridor as a "non-preferred alternative" is not
warranted given the Walker River Paiute Tribal Council’s withdrawal of support.

¯ Because DOE has now announced that the rail line it proposes would be a
"Shared Use" line open to general commerce, the USDOT Surface Transportation
Board should be the lead agency that prepares the Rail Alignment EIS.

¯ The DOE contention that non-rail shipments would be made by over-weight
trucks is unsubstantiated, and the impacts of the use of overweight truck in
Nevada and elsewhere are not analyzed.



DOE has not adequately assessed the environmental impacts of developing the
Mina rail corridor, particularly the relocation of the existing rail line.

¯ DOE has not assessed the environmental impacts of developing the Mina rail
corridor on communities and resources along the existing Union Pacific rail lines
across Northern Nevada.

¯ DOE has not assessed the potential for larger than projected numbers of rail
shipments through the Reno-Sparks area, and failed to evaluate unique local
conditions in that area (i.e., the rail trench through Reno and how that might affect
accident consequences as well as routing operations/exposures.


